This article argues that 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 are later additions to Pesher Habakkuk. As these are the only passages in Pesher Habakkuk which explicitly refer to "the latter days," I propose that these additions constitute an explicitly eschatological literary layer, which was presumably added to Pesher Habakkuk in the Herodian era. This literary development of Pesher Habakkuk demonstrates that the Pesharim are no static entities, but partake in a living and fluid interpretative tradition.
If the scrolls remind us of the material aspects of the textual development of Scripture, the application of redaction-critical and literary-critical methodology to the scrolls allows us to trace the development of Second Temple Jewish writings even if these writings exist in only one manuscript.
From this perspective this article seeks to reconstruct an episode in the literary development of Pesher Habakkuk. My argument is that the commentary as we now have it in 1QpHab is the result of at least a three-stage development. In an earlier stage of its development, Pesher Habakkuk did not contain 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7. These passages, which constitute an distinct literary layer and reflect an intensification of eschatological expectations among the followers of the Teacher of Righteousness, were added to the Pesher presumably in the Herodian era. In the first century ce, Pesher Habakkuk was copied again, resulting in the manuscript we have today.
Reading Pesher Habakkuk as a Composite Work
Unlike other major compositions such as the Community Rule or the War Scroll, the Pesharim have been preserved in one manuscript each.2 Detailed arguments for literary development in the Qumran commentaries are therefore hard to come by. The first substantial challenge to the unity of Pesher Habakkuk came from Hanan Eshel. Eshel argued that this Pesher incorporates two historical layers, one from the second century bce (the lifetime of the Teacher of Righteousness), the other from the first century bce (the Roman invasion of Palestine).3 This is an intriguing suggestion, but I doubt if it can be accepted in the form Eshel proposed. Eshel is not clear, for instance, on how we must understand the two sources that underlie Pesher Habakkuk. Did these sources constitute running commentaries on the book of Habakkuk, just like the final Pesher? Or were they collections of more disparate expositions of scriptural passages? The latter option leads more naturally to Eshel's view that Pesher Habakkuk includes a range of divergent materials. But Eshel seems to opt for the former idea, assuming that some interpretations from the second century source were replaced by others in the first century and went into oblivion. At the same time, the first-century source was only fragmentarily incorporated into Pesher Habakkuk and several second-century expositions remained in the text.4 This scenario is problematic, however, because it posits the existence of early interpretations of Hab 1-2, whose existence it is impossible to confirm (Eshel assumes that they were replaced by later interpretations). Why, then, should we assume that such early interpretations were present at all? This issue is connected with Eshel's tendency to read the evidence in a historicizing manner. For Eshel, comments on the Teacher of Righteousness must stem from the lifetime of the Teacher or shortly thereafter,5 while those on the Kittim must stem from the period of the Roman invasion in Palestine. These assumptions fail to reckon with recent developments in the study of historical references in the Pesharim.6 In these developments the concept of historical memory has come to occupy a prominent place. As a result, scholars have become increasingly aware that comments on the Teacher or the Romans may stem from a later era than the historical events they commemorate, and that these references may have been subject to alteration and embellishment.7
4 Eshel, "Two Historical Layers," 115: "It can therefore be supposed that the first pesher, an interpretation of Hab 1-2, was written not long after the time in which the Teacher of Righteousness, the Man of the Lie, and the Wicked Priest lived, placing it in the second half of the second century bce. It seems that most of the other pesharim recorded in 1QpHab were also composed during this time. Subsequent to the Roman takeover of Judaea, however, it was decided to update the manuscript. New pesharim on Hab 1:6-11.14-17 were added, replacing older pesharim on these verses" (my italics Moreover, references to the Teacher of Righteousness or the Kittim have been noted to play a role in processes of identity construction on the part of the Pesher commentators and the movement to which they belong.8 The primary purpose of these references, therefore, is not to convey reliable historical information in our sense of the term. But even if Eshel's theory cannot entirely convince, it remains important for reminding us of the possibility of reworking in the Pesharim. Shani Tzoref walks in Eshel's footsteps when she suggests that 4Q169 3-4 i 6-8 are an addition to Pesher Nahum. Tzoref bases this suggestion on her observation that the Pesharim tend to "gloss the epithet Seekers-after-Smooth-Things with the words ‫הימים‬ ‫.אחרית‬ The occurrence of 'Seekers-after-Smooth-Things' without this gloss in 4QpNah 3-4, I is exceptional."9 Tzoref surmises that Alexander Jannaeus' suppression of the Pharisees "had been presented in an early version of 4QpNah as 'the' eschatological fulfillment of Nahum. . . . Subsequently, with the Pharisaic revival and dominance under Salome, the pesher would have required editing."10 This editing would have included the deletion of the reference to the latter days. Tzoref's reading of Pesher Nahum is more plausible than Eshel's of Pesher Habakkuk, as Tzoref does not reckon with the wholesale replacement of earlier interpretations, but with processes of reworking and adaptation. At the same time, there is little evidence to support her assumption that Pesher Nahum portrayed Jannaeus' suppression of the Pharisees as the ultimate fulfilment of Nahum, and her suggestion of reworking in this Pesher must for now remain speculative.
Stephen My argument in this paper thus assumes the participation of the Pesharim in a living tradition of scholarship and exegesis.20 I shall focus on one outcome of this living tradition: the addition of an explicitly eschatological layer, consisting of 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7, to an existing Pesher. This literary layer displays a particular concern with priests and seems to evoke the demise of the Hasmonaean priesthood to construct the expectation of an eschatological priest in the latter days.
1QpHab 2:5-10
The first passage under consideration is part of a longer lemma-interpretation unit, which for the sake of my discussion I quote in full: the formula "the interpretation of the matter concerns" in line 5 is unexpected in the light of the connection between the two other interpretations in line 3. This other connection does not repeat the interpretation formula, but simply introduces the second interpretation with "(it) also concerns." The emphatic "and likewise" and the problematic vacat in line 5 add to the oddity of this line. Secondly, the verb ‫יאמונוא‬ in line 6 does not sit well with its co-text. It is an imperfect, whereas the two preceding interpretations (if the reconstruction in line 2 is accepted) use a perfect. Moreover, the 3rd person plural ending in ʾaleph is irregular not just in Pesher Habakkuk (cf. ‫יאמינו‬ in line 14), but in the scrolls as a whole.23 Thirdly, the ʾaleph placed at the utmost left of the column of writing in line 5 might also point to the secondary nature of these lines.24
Literary and Hermeneutical Development
The three groups of traitors referred to in 1QpHab 1:16-2:10 have been taken to constitute a case of "multiple interpretations" in the Pesharim. According to this theory, ‫בוגדים‬ ("traitors") in the lemma (if indeed it was there)25 was interpreted in three different ways by the Pesher commentator.26 23 Because of its problematic morphology some scholars prefer to read it as ‫יאמינו‬ and interpret the ʾaleph as a scribal sign, along the lines of the ʾaleph in line 5. See Eshel, "Two Historical Layers," 109 (n. 10). I consider this explanation unnecessary in view of the material features of the manuscript (which can be consulted at http://dss.collections.imj.org .il/habakkuk [last accessed 8 September, 2016]). There is no need to separate the ʾaleph from the rest of the verb, and there seems to be no good reason for the scribe to write an ʾaleph here. 24 Snyder, "Naughts and Crosses," 40 writes that "the ‫א‬ that appears at the end of line 5 . . . marks the occurrence of the double pesher," but his only argument is that "both the marginal letter and the multiple interpretation are singular occurrences within the Habakkuk pesher. This explanation of the hermeneutics of this passage (or its link between the lemma and its interpretation) is problematic, however. To begin with, the idea that the commentator interpreted one element from the lemma in multiple ways does not account for the number of traitors mentioned in the passage (why three rather than two or four?). Moreover, the notion of multiple interpretations may imply that the three references to traitors in the interpretation are only loosely related both to each other and to the lemma. The reverse is the case: these groups of traitors are closely connected on a literary level, and the interpretation as a whole mimics the structure of the lemma (Hab 1:5).27 Therefore, it is more fruitful to assume that the commentator took up two (three after the addition of 1QpHab 2:5-10)28 elements from his base text and interpreted them in turn.
Before the addition of 1QpHab 2:5-10, this interpretation of Hab 1:5 seems to have depended on the clauses "look . . . and behold" ‫ . . . והביטו(‬ ‫)ראו‬ and "and be utterly astonished" ‫תמהו(‬ ‫)והתמהו‬ in the lemma. In Hab 1:5, these clauses to his larger argument about the presence or absence of multiple interpretations in the Pesharim. In Weigold's view, this passage in Pesher Habakkuk is the only example of multiple interpretations in the Pesharim.
My rejection of these lines in Pesher Habakkuk as a case of multiple interpretations does not mean that I deny the presence of such interpretations in the Pesharim altogether. Elsewhere in Pesher Habakkuk, the word ‫הרעל‬ in the lemma informs the reference to "the foreskin of his heart" ‫לבו(‬ ‫)עורלת‬ as well as the idea of confusion or drunkenness in the interpretation (1QpHab 11:9-16 ap. Hab 2:16). In Pesher Nahum, the phrase ‫מחריד‬ ‫ואין‬ in Nah 2:12 is read in two different ways by the commentator (see 4Q169 3-4 i 1-4 and Berrin [Tzoref] , The Pesher Nahum Scroll, 138-40). 27 Steven Fraade stresses this important point when he writes: "By this structure the commentary does not simply convey the base-text's meaning to its students but conveys those very students, as it were, through the history of the sect from its beginning through its more recent past to its imminent ending, even while unifying that history in relation to the This also means that, contrary to the near universal consensus, the Priest in 1QpHab 2:5-10 must not be equated with the Teacher of Righteousness. Like the Teacher, the Priest is a teacher and interpreter of prophetic Scripture, and he, too, will meet with individuals failing to heed his words. But he is not identical with the Teacher. According to 1QpHab 2:5-10, the Priest continues the Teacher's office in a period later than the Teacher's (who is referred to in 1QpHab 2:1-333).34 From this perspective the image of the Priest acquires a further dimension: the Priest as he appears in 1QpHab 2:5-10 embodies the exegetical activity of the Pesher commentators. If the Teacher in 1QpHab 6:12-7:18 is implied to partake in the revelation once bestowed upon the prophet Habakkuk, so the Priest in 1QpHab 2:5-10 receives the same revelation, continuing the words of Habakkuk and the exegetical activity (the "reading") of the Teacher.35 This portrayal of the Priest supports the activity of the Pesher 31 Cf. Jokiranta's suggestion that 1QpHab 7:3-5 (the passage on the Teacher) may be an addition to column 7 ("Quoting, Writing, and Reading"). 32 This is not to say, of course, that the Teacher and the Priest are exact copies. As we shall see below, the Priest works in a later period than the Teacher and the way in which Pesher Habakkuk portrays his activities bears the stamp of the increased eschatological awareness that characterises 1QpHab 2:5-10. At the same time, by portraying the Priest in terms reminiscent of the Teacher the person(s) responsible for adding 1QpHab 2:5-10 to Pesher Habakkuk appropriate(s) the authority attached to the Teacher for themselves. 33 The Teacher is here referred to as ‫הצדקה‬ ‫מורה‬ (with the article added above the line). I see little reason to attribute any particular significance to this phraseology in comparison with the more common expression ‫הצדק‬ ‫.מורה‬ 34 This is how the Priest is portrayed in literary terms: the passage on the Priest employs the imperfect, whereas that on the Teacher employs the perfect tense. I do not think it is helpful to try to connect the Priest (or the Teacher, for that matter) with a particular historical individual. It seems to me that the main significance of the figure of the Priest lies in how he embodies the collective activity of the Pesher exegete. commentators, who consider themselves heirs to the revelation and interpretations of the Teacher.36 The image of the Priest, therefore, validates the work of the composer of 1QpHab 2:5-10.37 Adding his exposition to an earlier Pesher, the composer of 1QpHab 2:5-10 did not intend to denigrate or surpass the work of the Teacher, but to continue it: the revelation imparted on the Teacher engendered a living interpretative tradition in which the composer of 1QpHab 2:5-10 positions himself and which will culminate in the arrival of the Priest in the latter days.
Teacher and Priest
The similarities between the Teacher and the Priest in Pesher Habakkuk-with the latter explicitly situated in the latter days-must be understood in light of the eschatological potential of the mention of "one who shall teach righteousness in the latter days" ‫הימים(‬ ‫באחרית‬ ‫צדק‬ ‫)יורה‬ in the Damascus Document (CD 6:11). This reference triggered a debate between Philip Davies, Michael Knibb, and John Collins. For Davies, the reference in CD 6 belongs to an early strata of the Damascus Document tradition, which provided the basis for later references to the Teacher of Righteousness in the Damascus Document and the Pesharim. These later references would be the work of followers of the historical38 Teacher, who portrayed their master as the fulfilment of this My use of the term "historical" is rather meant to indicate "past-ness": the "historical Teacher" is the Teacher who, from the perspective of the author(s) of the scrolls, belongs to the past. early messianic expectation.39 In contrast, Knibb observes that the Teacher is nowhere portrayed in quasi-messianic terms and argues that the historical Teacher must be equated with "the Interpreter of the Law" in CD 6:8, and that the "one who shall teach righteousness in the latter days" is an eschatological figure still to be expected.40 Collins agrees with Knibb and urges his readers not "to multiply teachers without cause."41 It seems to me, however, that the differences between the positions of Davies, on the one hand, and Knibb and Collins, on the other, are not as sharp as they might appear. I agree with Davies that the Interpreter of the Law in CD 6 cannot be equated with the historical Teacher.42 This equation tends to be based on a historical framework derived from CD 1 and imported into CD 6.43 From a literary perspective, there is little reason to identify the Teacher with the Interpreter of the Law.44 The main similarity between the terms is that they can both refer to individuals from the past as well as to eschatological figures still to be expected. But this does not make them identical: rather, they both reflect restorative eschatological expectations of teachers and interpreters who will be present in the latter days as they had been before. of the Law in CD 6:8 does not refer to the historical Teacher, it remains a distinct possibility that the expression "one who shall teach righteousness in the latter days" belongs to an early stratum of the Damascus Document, which influenced how the Teacher was portrayed by his followers.46 At the same time, Knibb and Collins are correct to note that the historical Teacher is nowhere depicted in messianic terms. I suggest that the reason for this is the multivalence of the expression "one who shall teach righteousness in the latter days."47 Traditions associated with this reference to "one who shall teach righteousness" seem to resurface time and again in the scrolls. Thus, the idea of one teaching righteousness in the latter days was open to multiple applications. This means that followers of the Teacher may have given him the title "Teacher of Righteousness" to evoke this older tradition, but without claiming in absolute terms that he was the (or even a) Messiah. They may well have expected yet another teacher of righteousness who was still to come. The Priest in 1QpHab 2:5-10 is both "the typological, eschatological counterpart of the historical Teacher" (so Angel) and yet another manifestation of the "one who shall teach righteousness in the end of days." 3 1QpHab 9:3-7
While the possibility that 1QpHab 2:5-10 is a later addition to Pesher Habakkuk has been raised by earlier scholars, few have argued the same thing for 1QpHab 9:3-7.50 The indications of the secondary nature of this passage may be more subtle than those of 1QpHab 2:5-10, but they are, in my opinion, cumulatively convincing. As above, I quote the larger passage to which these lines belong: And for what 3 he says: "for you have plundered many peoples, and all 4 remaining nations shall plunder you" (Hab 2:8a), ⟨vacat⟩ its interpretation concerns the last priests of Jerusalem, 5 who shall gather wealth and spoil from plundering the nations. 6 But in the latter days their wealth and their spoil shall be given into the hands of the 7 army of the Kittim, ⟨vacat⟩ for they are the remaining nations.
The lines in question do not sit well with their co-text. The preceding and following interpretation sections are concerned with a "priest" in the singular; only this passage deals with "priests" in the plural. 1QpHab 9:3-7 even contains the only reference in the entire Qumran scrolls collection to "the last priests of Jerusalem." Moreover, 1QpHab 9:3-7 employs the imperfect tense, whereas the preceding and the following interpretation sections use the perfect.51 Finally, the reference to "the army of the Kittim" is unexpected. Not only has Brooke noted that the author of Pesher Habakkuk "confines his references to the Kittim to the dialogues of Habakkuk 1,"52 but the expression "the army of the Kittim" occurs only here in the scrolls. Even though none of these observations may in itself be conclusive evidence for 1QpHab 9:3-7 being a later addition, they do seem to point in this direction when taken together.53
3.1 1QpHab 9:3-7 and Other Passages in the Scrolls The expression "the last priests of Jerusalem" in 1QpHab 9:3-7 is a conflation of two other expressions. Pesher Hosea B (4Q167 2 3) refers to "the last priest," who strikes "Ephraim." Moreover, Apocryphon of Jeremiah C (4Q387 2 iii 6) mentions the "priests of Jerusalem," who turned away to serve other gods. The subject of "they inflicted" ‫)עשו(‬ in 1QpHab 9:2 may correspond with "all remaining nations" ‫עמים(‬ ‫יתר‬ ‫)כול‬ in Hab 2:8a (quoted as a lemma in 1QpHab 8:13-15), rather than with "your creditors" ‫)נושכיך(‬ and "those that oppress you" ‫)מזעזיעיכה(‬ in Hab 2:7. If the passage is so read, the second quotation of Hab 2:8a is redundant, unless it is added to an existing Pesher. Though not agreeing with the hermeneutical explanation offered here, William H. Brownlee assumes that "Hab 2:8a is quoted anew, having been used previously indirectly in the interpretation of 2:7" (The 
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Dead Sea Discoveries 24 (2017) 59-80 many scholars to be "the priests of Jerusalem," which would yield an interesting parallel with 1QpHab 9:3-7. Yet, only the toponym and the final yod of ‫כוהני‬ are visible; hence the reading ‫ירושלם‬ ‫כוהני‬ is possible, but not certain. In the end, therefore, the extent of overlap between 1QpHab 9:3-7 and Pesher Nahum cannot be determined exactly.59
Eschatological Expectation and Literary History
Having argued that 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 are additions to Pesher Habakkuk, I now go one step further. In my view, these two passages are not isolated additions, but belong together and constitute a literary layer in Pesher Habakkuk. This literary layer is characterized by an explicitly eschatological outlook.
The eschatological character of these two passages is evident from their use of the term ‫הימים‬ ‫,אחרית‬ which features only in these passages in Pesher Habakkuk. This is not to argue that other events in the Pesher were not considered to occur in "the latter days," but that the eschatological setting is more prominent in 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 than elsewhere in this Pesher.60 Nor does this explicitly eschatological setting in 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 imply that their contents must be situated squarely in the future: as the composer of these lines considered himself to live in the latter days, the reference to ‫הימים‬ ‫אחרית‬ has both contemporary and future significance. When speaking of "the latter days," the present and the future in these passages blend into one.61 apparatus]). See http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-280385 (last accessed 8 September, 2016) for the image. 59 Nor is it evident how to envision the chronological relationship between 1QpHab 9:3-7
and Pesher Nahum. 4Q169 is dated to the transition from the Hasmonaean to the Herodian era (Strugnell, "Notes en marge," 205) and, thus, might be slightly older than 1QpHab 9:3-7. This does not mean, however, that 4Q169 served as a direct source for the composer of 1QpHab 9:3-7. This eschatological perspective in 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 is a response to the contents of earlier strata in Pesher Habakkuk. In 1QpHab 6:12-7:14, the Teacher of Righteousness, having received a fuller revelation than the ancient prophets, is portrayed as having been granted divine insight in what was to happen in the latter days, before "the end of time."62 When exactly the end would come the Teacher, like the prophet Habakkuk, did not know, as this is in principle beyond human scrutiny (cf. 1QpHab 7:13-14). 63 The Teacher is not portrayed here as one who had calculated the end of time but failed to get it right,64 but as one who urges his followers to remain faithful and endure as the time of the end remains unknown. As Baumgarten has recently argued, the Teacher in 1QpHab 7 is an owl claiming that the night continues rather than a rooster declaring that the morning is dawning. In Baumgarten's words: "All [the Teacher] knew and taught was that [the end of time] would definitely come and come soon, whenever God in the mysteries of His prudence chose."65 This knowledge has its basis in Scripture. After all, Scripture itself declares that the end will come, even if it tarries (Hab 2:3b). In the words of the Pesher, this is to say that "the final period shall be long and extend beyond everything the prophets have spoken" (1QpHab 7:7-8).
In comparison with earlier strata of Pesher Habakkuk 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 exhibit an increased eschatological interest.66 The collocation "the last priests of Jerusalem" fosters a worldview in which certain priests are the last ones-that is, the last ones before the judgement, which the army of the Kittim shall execute. Moreover, both passages stress the relevance of prophetic Scripture to understand what will happen in the latter days. The phrase "for these are the rest of the peoples" (1QpHab 9:7), if it indeed belongs with the rest of 1QpHab 9:3-7,67 directs the reader of the Pesher to its base text and emphasizes that what is to happen in the latter days can be found in the ancient prophets. The phrase "through whom God told all that is to befall his people Israel" in 1QpHab 2:9-10 fulfils the same purpose: it stresses the immediate pertinence of the contents of prophetic Scripture with regard to the latter days. Lastly, the absence of the term "mystery" ‫)רז(‬ from 1QpHab 2:8-9 in comparison to 1QpHab 7:5 might suggest that the "mysteries of the words of his servants the prophets" are about to be realized-that is, will soon cease to be a mystery. Taken together, these details indicate the more urgent eschatological concerns in 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 in comparison with the earlier strata of Pesher Habakkuk. The composers of these two passages are acutely aware of the fact that they are living in the latter days and that history is drawing quickly to its end.
Apart from the reference to "the latter days" 1QpHab 2:5-10 and 1QpHab 9:3-7 share an interest in priests and the priesthood. This interest may reflect the historical background of 1QpHab 9:3-7. In spite of the problems that accompany any attempt to draw historical information from the Pesharim, it seems probable that the phrase "the last priests of Jerusalem" recalls the end of the Hasmonaean dynasty.68 If so, this reference to the Hasmonaeans may be contrasted with the reference to an eschatological priest in 1QpHab 2:5-10. Perhaps the demise of one group of priests (the Hasmonaeans) triggered a renewed attention to and the expectation of a Priest of a different category in the latter days. As we have seen, the activity of this eschatological Priest is not merely something of the future: it is already under way. As he exemplifies the work of the Pesher commentators, the type of activity associated with this eschatological Priest (interpreting ‫]פש״ר[‬ the words of the prophets) finds its clearest expression in the Qumran commentaries themselves. Thus, the reference to the Priest in 1QpHab 2:5-10, when read in conjunction with the mention of "the last priests of Jerusalem" in 1QpHab 9:3-7, may portray the work of the Pesher commentators as a counterpart to the waning Hasmonaean dynasty. 
